REMARKS 



In the Official Action mailed on 21 July 2009, the Examiner reviewed 
claims 1-3, 29, 31, 43, 45 and 55-63. Examiner objected to claims 55, 61, and 62 
because of informalities. Examiner rejected claims 1, 3, 29, 31, 43, 45, and 55-63 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. Examiner rejected claims 1, 3, and 55-57 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) based on Beetcher (U.S. Patent No. 5,933,497, hereinafter "Beetcher"). 
Examiner objected to claims 29, 31, 43, 45 and 58-63, but indicated the claims 
would be allowed if properly amended to overcome the presented rejections. 

Claim Objections 

Applicant has canceled claims 55, 61, and 62, rendering the objections 

moot. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Examiner rejected claims 1, 3, 29, 31, 43, 45, and 55-63 under 
35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph as being indefinite. Applicant has canceled 
these claims rendering the rejections moot. 

Rejections under 35 U,S,C, S 103(a) 

Examiner rejected claims 1, 3, and 55-57 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based 
on Beetcher. Applicant has canceled claims 1-63 without prejudice, and entered 
new claims 64-87. Applicant respectfully submits that these claims find support 
in paragraphs [0034], [0036], and [0042]-[0044] of the present invention. 

Specifically, Apphcant submits that the newly entered claims clarify that 
in embodiments of the present invention, in addition to comparing the hardware 
configuration identifiers, the system also compares the hardware configuration 
modification date with the current date to determine if any modifications to the 
hardware configuration of the client computer have occurred after a permitted 
period of time. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that Beetcher discloses a date/time stamp 
associated with the software product (see Beetcher, col. 10, lines 35-36). 
Beetcher also discloses licensing the software product for a period of time, and 
therefore using the date/time stamp to ensure compliance of product use with 
length of time of the license (see Beetcher, col. 11, line 61 - col. 12, line 5). 
However, Beetcher does not disclose comparing the previously stored hardware 
configuration identifier modification date with a current date to determine 
whether the client request should be granted. 

In contrast, in embodiments of the present invention, the information 
stored by the system comprises the hardware configuration identifier, as well as 
its associated hardware configuration modification date. The both the 
hardware configuration identifier and the corresponding modification date is used 
to perform the license verification in embodiments of the present invention. 
Applicant respectftiUy submits that using the hardware configuration modification 
date ensures that legitimate hardware upgrades are permitted at the user computer 
whereas frequent re-installation of the software by an unauthorized user is 
prevented. 

Applicant respectftiUy submits that there is nothing in the system of 
Beetcher, either implicit or explicit, that discloses using the a hardware 
configuration identifier modification date to determine if upgrades of the user 
system have occurred at a permitted interval. 

Accordingly, Applicant has entered claims 64-87 to clarify the above 
distinctions. These amendments find support in paragraphs [0034], [0036], and 
[0042]-[0044] of the present invention. Claims 1-63 have been canceled without 
prejudice. No new matter is present. 

Hence, Applicant respectfully submits that independent claims 64, 68, 72, 
76, 80, and 84 as presently amended are in condition for allowance. Applicant 
also submits that claims 65-67, which depend upon claim 64, claims 69-71, which 
depend upon claim 68, claims 73-75, which depend upon claim 72, claims 77-79, 
which depend upon claim 76, claims 81-83, which depend upon claim 80, and 
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claim 85-87, which depends upon claim 84, are for the same reasons in condition 
for allowance and for reasons of the unique combinations recited in such claims 



11 

PB Amendment E INTU-990065 (non final OAR).doc 



CONCLUSION 



It is submitted that the present application is presently in form for 
allowance. Such action is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 



By /Shun Yao/ 

Shun Yao 

Registration No. 59,242 
Date: 21 October 2009 

Shun Yao 

PARK, VAUGHAN & FLEMING LLP 
2820 Fifth Street 
Davis, CA 95618-7759 

Tel: (530) 759-1667 
Fax: (530) 759-1665 
Email: shun@parklegal.com 
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